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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1983, the U.S. Water Resources Council published the Economic and Environmental Principles
and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies. The methodology in
Principles and Guidelines is the analytical procedure currently used by the Corps of Engineers in
evaluating alternative water resources projects. Principles and Guidelines calls for various alternative
plansto be formulated in a systematic manner to ensure that al reasonable alternatives are evaluated. Four
accounts are established to facilitate evaluation and to display the effects of alternative plans: the National
Economic Development (NED) account, the Environmental Quality (EQ) account, the Regional Economic
Development (RED) account, and the Other Social Effects (OSE) account.

In order for effects on ecological, cultural, and aesthetic attributes of environmental and social
resources to be included in plan formulation and evaluation, Principles and Guidelines requires that those
resources be "significant." Significant EQ resources and attributes are identified based on institutional,
public, or technical sources of recognition. The three bases for determining significance under Principles
and Guidelines are summarized below.

1) Institutional. Significance based on institutional recognition means that the importance
of an EQ resource or attribute is acknowledged in the laws, adopted plans, and other policy
statements of public agencies or private groups. Institutional recognition is the most
straightforward and easily defensible criteria for significance. Sources of institutional
recognition include public laws, executive orders, rules and regulations, treaties, and other
policy statements of the federal government.

2) Public. Significance based on public recognition means that some segment of the general
public recognizes the importance of an EQ resource or attribute. Public recognition may
take the form of controversy, support, conflict, or opposition and may be expressed
formally (asin official letters) or informally.

3) Technical. Significance based on technical recognition means that the importance of an
EQ resource or attribute is based on scientific or technical knowledge or judgement of
critical resource characteristics.

The objective of this study was to review and evaluate programs that are currently establishing
environmental resource priorities and the methods by which these priorities are being derived. This study
was undertaken to begin examining ways to determine the significance of environmental resources or to
establish resource priorities as federa agencies, including the Corps of Engineers, pursue increased
numbers of programs and projects with objectives of environmental mitigation, protection, and restoration.
Recently, within the water resources activities of the Corps of Engineers, environmental outputs have been
afforded equa budget priority with the more traditional economic outputs of navigation and flood control.
This new emphasis on environmental outputs is evidence of a"new" philosophy of sustainable development
that suggests an increased balance between economic development and environmental protection and
restoration. Achieving this balance with today's budget constraints suggests a need to make allocation
decisions regarding which environmental resources deserve a level of priority in efforts of mitigation,
protection, or restoration.

The purpose of thisreport isto review existing federal, regional, state, and nonprofit organization
programs that are used to evaluate environmental projects and/or to determine the significance of, or



prioritize, environmental resource aress or activities. The 95 programs that are reviewed represent selected
examples, not an all inclusive listing, of such programs. These 95 programs include 42 federal, 2 regional,
42 state, and 6 nonprofit organization programs as well as three examples of historical programs.

Summary abstracts were prepared for each of the 95 programs. The summary abstracts present
information on the program's goal's and objectives; the types of activities associated with the program; the
sources of priority recognition; and the process of determining the "significance” of environmental
resources, or which environmental resources deserve a level of priority for mitigation, protection, or
restoration efforts.

A comparative analyss of these programs was conducted to facilitate some generalizations about
the determination of national and regional resource priorities, the bases for determination of significance,
and the potential applicability of the process or products to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
environmental program. A series of seven exhibits provide summary information on selected
characteristics of the 95 programs reviewed. The final exhibit was designed as a tool to indicate the
potential applicability to the Corps of the process or product for each program. Each of the 95 programs
were classified by six general categories of potential applicability. The six general categories of potential
applicability are listed below along with the total number of programs in each category:

. Provides a model of a prioritization process to derive nationa resource priorities
(17 programs),

. Provides a model of a prioritization process to derive regiona resource priorities
(69 programs),
. Identifies significant environmental resources and provides that information in a manner

useful to water resource planners (63 programs),

. Uses an established set of scientific or technical criteria as a source of priority recognition
(86 programs),
. Provides a model for incorporating public opinion/preference as a source of priority

recognition (50 programs), and

. Providesamodd of interagency cooperation to establish environmental resource priorities
(27 programs).

Vi
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1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of thisreport isto review existing federal, regional, state, and nonprofit organization
programs that are used to evaluate environmental projects and/or to determine the significance of, or
prioritize, environmental resource areas or activities. A comparative analysis of these programs was also
conducted to facilitate some generalizations about the determination of national and regional resource
priorities, the bases for determination of significance, and the potential applicability of the process or
products to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers environmental program. It should be noted that this report
presents selected examples, not an al inclusive listing, of programs that determine the significance of, or
prioritize, environmental resource areas or activities.

Objective of the Study

The objective of this study was to review and evaluate programs that are currently establishing
environmental resource priorities and the methods by which these priorities are being derived. Many
federal agencies have developed and are continuing to develop programs to facilitate decisions about
environmental resource priorities. The states as well as various regional and nonprofit organizations have
also developed or are developing programs to determine environmental resource priorities.

This study was undertaken to begin examining ways to determine the significance of environmental
resources or to establish resource priorities as federal agencies, including the Corps of Engineers, pursue
increased numbers of programs and projects with objectives of environmental mitigation, protection, and
restoration. Recently, within the water resources activities of the Corps of Engineers, environmental
outputs have been afforded equal budget priority with the more traditional economic outputs of navigation
and flood control. This new emphasis on environmental outputsis evidence of a"new" philosophy, that
of sustainable devel opment.

Sustainable development suggests an increased balance between economic development and
environmenta protection and restoration. Achieving this balance with today's budget constraints suggests
a need to make alocation decisions regarding which environmental resources deserve alevel of priority
in efforts of mitigation, protection, or restoration. |f water resource planning is to encompass policies of
sustainable development, it will become increasingly important to be able to establish priorities among
various environmental resources.

Overview of Principles and Guidelines

In 1983, the U.S. Water Resources Council (WRC) published the Economic and Environmental
Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies, superseding
the former Principles and Standards. The methodology in Principles and Guidelines is the analytical
procedure currently used by the Corps of Engineers in evaluating alternative water resources projects.
Principles and Guidelines has been perceived by many in the field of water resources to place
disproportionate emphasis on national economic development relative to the protection or development
of environmental and cultural resources. This argument stems from the Principles and Guidelines' stated
federal objective of water and related land resources project planning "to contribute to national economic
development consistent with protecting the Nation's environment, pursuant to national environmental
statutes, gpplicable executive orders, and other Federal planning requirements.” Principles and Guidelines
calls for various alternative plans to be formulated in a systematic manner to ensure that all reasonable
aternatives are evauated. Four accounts are established to facilitate evaluation and to display the effects
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of dternative plans: the National Economic Development (NED) account, the Environmental Quality (EQ)
account, the Regional Economic Development (RED) account, and the Other Social Effects (OSE)
account. In Principles and Guidelines, the trade-off between NED and EQ under its predecessor,
Principles and Standards, was replaced by maximization of net NED benefits "consistent with protecting
the Nation's environment."

In order for effects on ecological, cultural, and aesthetic attributes of environmental and cultural
resources to be included in plan formulation and evaluation, Principles and Guidelines requires that those
resources be "significant.” Significant EQ resources and attributes are defined as those that are
ingtitutionally, publicly, or technically recognized as important. Institutional recognition is the most
sraightforward and easily defensible criteriafor significance. Sources of institutional significance include
public laws, executive orders, rules and regulations, treaties, and other policy statements of the federal
government. When Principles and Guidelines was published in 1983, there were 29 public laws to be
considered asabasis for determining institutionally significant environmental and cultural resources; that
number has more than doubled over the last decade reflecting increased awareness of and desire for the
protection, mitigation, and restoration of the nation's environmental and cultural resources.

History of Principles and Standards

In 1968, under Section 103 of the Water Resources Planning Act, the WRC began to develop
Principles and Standards for Planning Water and Related Land Resources, which became effective in
October 1973. Known as Principles and Standards, the principles were intended to provide a broad policy
framework for water resources planning activities and the standards to provide for uniformity and
consistency in formulating alternative plans and in evaluating the beneficia and adverse effects of
alternative plans. Initially, each of the federal departments and agencies (e.g., the Corps of Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation, and Soil Conservation Service) and federally assisted programs were given the
responsibility to develop procedures within the framework of Principles and Standards.

President Carter's water policy initiatives of 1978 called for reformsin agency planning because
of growing concern about inconsistent use of economic analyses among federal water resources agencies
and alack of attention to environmental valuesin the planning and evaluation of federal water resources
programs and projects. A July 12, 1978 Presidential Memorandum directed the WRC to conduct a
thorough evaluation of agency practicesfor preparing benefit-cost analyses and publish a planning manual
that would ensure accurate and consistent analyses among federal agencies as well as compliance with
Principles and Standards. The memorandum also required emphasis on water conservation and
consideration of nonstructural alternatives, which reflected a general shift in accepted flood control
practices from construction of water resources devel opment projects to nonstructural management. Other
changesin policy direction occurred with the Water Resources Development Act of 1974, which directed
all federal agencies to consider nonstructural alternatives when considering any project involving flood
protection, and President Carter's Executive Order 11988 issued in 1977, which provided for federal
agency leadership in floodplain management.

In 1979, Principles and Standards was revised to integrate water conservation into project and
program planning, to require preparation of at least one primarily nonstructural plan whenever structural
project or program alternatives were considered, to revise the major decision criteria to place national
economic development and environmental quality objectives on a comparable basis, and to incorporate
revisions to ensure that benefits and costs were estimated with the best current techniques. 1n 1980, the
WRC made additional revisions to Principles and Standards to define environmental quality objectives
more specificaly. The WRC's environmental quality evaluation procedures for water resources planning
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integrated into Principles and Standards the requirements of Section 102(2)(b) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), which required that previously unquantified environmental
amenities and values be given appropriate consideration in decisionmaking by federal agencies, aswell as
the Council of Environmental Quality NEPA regulations.

Principles and Standards was based on multiple-objective planning techniques developed by
agency and academic water professionas during the 1960s-1970s. Multiple-objective analysis allowed for
evaluation of trade-offs among four accounts: National Economic Development (NED), Environmental
Qudlity (EQ), Regiona Economic Development (RED), and Other Social Effects (OSE). These accounts
would show the estimated beneficial and adverse effects on each objective of each project aternative and
the "without project” alternative using monetary measures wherever possible. The decision criteriain
Principles and Standards proposed an explicit trade-off between the NED and EQ accounts. In practice,
trade-offs within the scope of economic objectives could be defined by monetary values through
benefit-cost analysis, which was similar to the traditional analytical procedures used for economic
justification of projects beginning with the 1936 Flood Control Act. However, it was difficult to evaluate
trade-offs for environmental and social objectivesin a manner similar to economic objectives because of
inherent analytical problemsin assigning accurate monetary values to environmental and cultural resources
with no market value upon which to base decisions on benefits and costs.

As noted above, Principles and Standards was replaced by Principles and Guidelines in 1983.
Although Principles and Guidelines restated the federal objective "to contribute to national economic
development consistent with protecting the Nation's environment,” it still requires trade-offs between
economic, environmental, and social effects.

Organization of Report

The remainder of this report presents the results of a review of 95 programs that are used to
evaluate environmental projects and/or to determine the significance of, or prioritize, environmental
resource areas or activities. The review consists of 42 federal, 2 regional, 42 state, and 6 nonprofit
organization programs. Three examples of historical programs were also included.

Chapter 2 defines the sources of priority recognition used in Principles and Guidelines,
summarizes the overall approach for the study, and describes the organization of the summary abstract
format. Chapter 2 aso includes acomparative analyss of selected program characteristics, which presents
some generalizations about the determination of national and regional resource priorities, the bases for
determination of significance, and the potential applicability of the process or products to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers environmental program. The five remaining chapters present the summary abstracts
for federal, regional, state, nonprofit organization, and historical programs. These chapters are listed
below:

. Chapter 3. Summary Abstracts for Federal Programs,

. Chapter 4. Summary Abstracts for Regional Programs,

. Chapter 5. Summary Abstracts for State Programs,

. Chapter 6. Summary Abstracts for Nonprofit Organization Programs, and
. Chapter 7. Summary Abstracts for Historical Programs.
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2. DEFINITIONS, APPROACH, AND COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

This chapter defines the sources of priority recognition used in Principles and Guidelines,
summarizes the overall approach for the study, and describes the organization of the summary abstract
format. The final section of this chapter presents a comparative analysis of selected program
characteristics, which includes seven exhibits to provide summary information on the selected program
characteristics and to alow comparisons to be made among the 95 programs reviewed in this report.

Definition of Sources of Priority Recognition

Under Principles and Guidelines, the Environmental Quality (EQ) Procedures establish a process
for identification and description of the beneficial and adverse effects of alternative plans on significant
natural and cultural resources. Because these procedures are the evaluation requirements for the EQ
account, they are limited to evaluation of effects on the ecological, cultural, and aesthetic attributes of
significant natural and cultural resources. In the EQ procedures, "EQ attributes' are defined as "the
ecological, cultural, and aesthetic properties of natural and cultural resources that sustain and enrich human
life" An"EQ resource" is"anatural or cultural form, process, system, or other phenomenon that: (1) is
related to land, water, atmosphere, plants, animals, or historic or cultural objects, sites, buildings,
structures, or districts; and (2) has one or more EQ attributes (ecological, cultural, aesthetic).” The term
"ggnificant” means "likely to have amaterial bearing on the decisionmaking process.” In EQ evaluation,
significant EQ resources and attributes are identified based on ingtitutional, public, and technical
recognition.

Identification of significant EQ resources and attributes is an important step in the EQ evaluation
process. Once identified, significant EQ resources and attributes that are institutionally, publicly, or
technically recognized as important, are analyzed in subsequent EQ evaluation phases and activities.
Focusing on significant issues in the decisionmaking process is required by the Council of Environmental
Qudity NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500.1(b), 1501.7(a) (2) and (3), and 1502.2(b)). Definitions of the
three bases for determining significance under the EQ Procedures in Principles and Guidelines are
summarized below.

1) Institutional. Significance based on institutional recognition means that the importance
of an EQ resource or attribute is acknowledged in the laws, adopted plans, and other policy
statements of public agencies or private groups. Sources of institutional recognition
include:

. Public laws, executive orders, rules and regulations, treaties, and other policy
statements of the federal government;

. Mansand condgtitutions, laws, directives, resolutions, gubernatorial directives, and
other policy statements of states with jurisdiction in the planning ares;

. Laws, plans, codes, ordinances, and other policy statements of regional and local
public entities with jurisdiction in the planning area; and

. Charters, bylaws, and formal policy statements of private groups.



2) Public. Significance based on public recognition means that some segment of the general
public recognizes the importance of an EQ resource or attribute. Public recognition may
take the form of controversy, support, conflict, or opposition and may be expressed
formaly (asin officid letters) or informally. EQ resources or attributes recognized by the
public will often change over time as public awareness and perceptions change.

3) Technical. Significance based on technical recognition means that the importance of an
EQ resource or attribute is based on scientific or technical knowledge or judgement of
critical resource characteristics.

In practice, the significance of many EQ resources and attributes may be recognized on more than
one basis. Many EQ resources will have more than one EQ attribute and these EQ attributes may be
interrelated. A wetland, for example, may have both ecological and aesthetic attributes, and the ecological
attribute may complement the aesthetic attribute. As another example, a specific bird species may be
institutionally recognized (protected by federal and state law), publicly recognized (of interest to the
community), and technically recognized (based on its uniqueness in the environment). The EQ Procedures
emphasize that the planning process should identify and evaluate the full range of a given resource's
significant attributes.

The most straightforward and easily defensible bases for determining significance are those public
laws and other sources considered under institutional recognition. Examples of the 29 federal laws cited
inthe 1983 Principles and Guidelines that should be considered in al project planning studies as abasis
to identify institutionally recognized EQ resources or attributes are:

. The Clean Water Act;

. The Endangered Species Act of 1973;

. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended;
. The Land and Water Conservation Fund Act;

. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as amended; and

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.
Summary of Overall Approach

A variety of sources were used to identify existing programs that conduct activities related to
environmental mitigation, protection, or restoration. These sources included written materials, such as
directories published by federal agencies and nonprofit organizations, and preliminary phone contact with
some programs. For example, the National Wildlife Federation's 1993 Conservation Directory was a
useful source to identify existing federal, regional, state, and nonprofit organization programs. General
source documents and contacts with water resource professionals were also useful for identifying
programs.

A st of general guiddlineswere developed to identify and select existing programs that: 1) conduct

activitiesrelated to planning or management for environmental mitigation, protection, or restoration; and
2) are used to determine the significance of, or prioritize, environmental resource areas or activities. Two
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different levels of prioritization -- national and regional -- were considered in identifying and selecting
programs for the study. The general guidelines are outlined below.

. Focus on programs that conduct planning or management for restoration or protection of
aquatic habitat, such as lakes, wetlands, rivers, or riparian areas, or of aquatic
environmental resources, such as fish and wildlife.

. Identify, where possible, whether the program has a prioritization process of determining
"significance," or deriving national or regional priorities for protection or restoration
efforts. Also identify, where possible, whether the process resulted in specific products
that could be used by the Corps.

. Provide more emphasis to planning processes than regulatory programs, programs that
focus primarily on research or education, or programs that exist primarily for fundraising.

Programs selected using the guidelines above were contacted to determine whether they were
appropriate for more detailed review and preparation of asummary abstract. In most cases, programs were
selected for the summary abstracts if they actually implement a prioritization process (i.e., conduct a
systematic evaluation and use the results of determining "significance" to set priorities for planning,
management, or allocating funds). In other cases, the prioritization process was more informal, but
considered effective in meeting a program’'s goals. A set of criteria were developed to determine whether
aprogram was appropriate for more detailed review. The criteria used to select programs for the summary
abstracts, in order of importance, are outlined below.

. The program has an established process (or uses established criteria) for determining the
"significance” of environmental resource areas or activities. Further, the basis for
determining "significance” is within the realm of Principles and Guidelines (e.g., law,
scientific findings, or public opinion/preference).

. The program has an established process (or uses established criteria) for deriving national
or regional priorities for environmental mitigation, protection, or restoration efforts.

. The program evaluates and selects among alternative environmental resource areas,
projects, or activities on the basis of their potential benefit or consistency with a clearly
defined program mission.

Summary abstracts were prepared for 95 programs that met the above criteria. The 95 programs
selected represent examples, not an all inclusive listing, of programs that determine the significance of, or
prioritize, environmental resource areas or activities. For the state programs, in particular, an effort was
made to select good examples of programs that actually implement a prioritization process for different
types of environmental resources (e.g., wetlands, rivers, lakes, estuaries or marine areas). Because it was
not possible to identify every potentia program throughout the United States, it is likely that other programs
exist that are not included among the summary abstracts.

When a relevant program was identified, information was collected on the program'’s goals and
objectives;, the types of activities associated with the program; the sources of priority recognition; and the
process of determining the "significance" of environmental resources, or which environmental resources
deserve aleve of priority for mitigation, protection, or restoration efforts. This information was collected



through tel ephone contacts as well as background materials provided by relevant programs. The summary
abstracts are presented in Chapters 3-7.

Organization of Summary Abstract Format

This section describes the organization of the abstract format used for the federal, regional, state,
nonprofit organization, and historical programs reviewed in Chapters 3-7, and outlines the type of
information included in each section of the abstract format. The ten sections of the summary abstract
format are described below.

. Name of Program/Study. |dentifies a program by name or a study by itstitle.
. Goals and Objectives. Summarizesthe stated goals and objectives of a program or study.
. Geographic Scope. ldentifies the geographic areas covered by a program or study, or

where aprogram is currently authorized to conduct activities that relate to environmental
mitigation, protection, or restoration.

. Overview of Program/Study. Providesa narrative summary of program activities or the
major themes of a study, focusing on how those activities or themes relate to
environmental mitigation, protection, or restoration efforts.

. Source of Priority Recognition. Identifies the specific criteria used by a program or
study for determining the "significance” of environmental resources, or which
environmental resources deserve aleve of priority for mitigation, protection, or restoration
efforts, using categories within Principles and Guidelines' realm of "significance." Under
Principles and Guidelines, the three sources of priority recognition are:

-- Institutional: Resource attributes presently recognized in public laws, executive
orders, rules and regulations, treaties and other policy statements of public
agencies or private groups.

-- Public: Resource attributes that the public has shown, by controversy or support,
that it considers important.

-- Technical: Scientific or technical knowledge or judgement of critical resource
characteristics.

. Prioritization or Project Selection Process. Summarizes and explains the process of
determining the significance of environmental resources and/or deriving regiona or
national resource priorities for environmental mitigation, protection, or restoration efforts.
Where applicable, illustrates how an established set of criteria are utilized in the
prioritization process to select among alternative environmental resource areas, projects,
or activities. In other cases, illustrates how a program evaluates and selects among
alternative environmental resource areas, projects, or activities on the basis of their
potential benefit or consistency with a clearly defined program mission.
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Findings/Conclusions of Program/Study. Summarizes briefly the major findings or
conclusions concerning significant environmental resources and/or regiona or national
resource priorities for environmental mitigation, protection, or restoration.

Lessons Learned and Potential Applications. Summarizes briefly the potential
applicability of the process or product to the Corps environmental program.

Bibliographic Information. Provides a bibliographic citation for relevant products or a
study.

Point of Contact. Liststhe name of the lead agency/organization, its address, and phone
number.

Comparative Analysis of Selected Program Characteristics

A series of seven exhibits were developed to provide summary information on selected
characteristics of the programs reviewed in this report and to allow comparisons to be made among the
programs. The comparative analysis presented in this section consists of two types of exhibits:

Six summary tables for al programs (Exhibits 1-6), and

A summary table of the potential applicability to the Corps of the process or product for
each program (Exhibit 7).

The seven exhibits developed for the comparative analysis are:

Exhibit 1. Number of Programs Reviewed under the Five Types of Programs,
Exhibit 2. Summary of the Geographic Scope Covered by a Program or Product/Study,

Exhibit 3. Summary of the Sources of Priority Recognition used by a Program or
Product/Study,

Exhibit 4. Summary of the Types of Environmental Resources Covered by a Program or
Product/Study,

Exhibit 5. Number of Programs Reviewed by the Three General Categories of Programs,

Exhibit 6. Number of Programs Reviewed by the Three General Categories of
Prioritization Processes, and

Exhibit 7. Distribution of Programs or Products/Studies by General Categories of Potential
Applicability to the Corps Environmental Program.

Exhibit 5 is based on three generd categories of programs and Exhibit 6 on three general categories
of prioritization processes. It should be noted that, in each case, the categories are not mutually exclusive.
These two sets of general categories are described below.

The three general categories of programs used in Exhibit 5 are:
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1) Programs that implement a systemeatic process to establish environmental resource
priorities (i.e., programs that conduct a systematic review to identify areas or
problems, determine significance, and actually use the results to set priorities),

2) Planning studies or conceptua strategies, and
3) Programs that use the prioritization process to allocate funds.
The three general categories of prioritization processes used in Exhibit 6 are:

1) The program has an established process (or uses established criteria) for
determining the "significance" of environmental resource areas or activities, and
the basis for determining "significance” is within the realm of Principles and
Guidelines (e.g., law, scientific findings, or public opinion/preference);

2) The program has an established process (or uses established criteria) for deriving
national or regional priorities for environmental mitigation, protection, or
restoration efforts; and

3) The program evaluates and selects among alternative environmenta resource
areas, projects, or activities on the basis of their potential benefit or consistency
with a clearly defined program mission.

Exhibit 1: Types of Programs

Exhibit 1 presents the number of programs reviewed by the five types of programs considered in
the study. A total of 95 programs were reviewed, which includes 42 federal, 2 regional, 42 state, 6
nonprofit organization, and 3 historical programs. These programs were selected because they 1) conduct
activitiesrelated to planning or management for environmental mitigation, protection, or restoration, and
2) are used to evauate environmental projects and/or to determine the significance of, or prioritize,
environmental resource areas or activities.

Fewer regiona and nonprofit organization programs were selected for the study than expected
because many regional and nonprofit organization programs function primarily in an advisory or advocacy
role. Assuch, they do not implement their own prioritization processes, but target their efforts associated
with prioritization to influencing the determination of significance or decisions about national or regional
resource priorities made by other agencies or organizations. The three historical programs were selected
for the study to provide examples of methods to determine the significance of cultural resources.



Exhibit 1. Number of Programs Reviewed under the Five Types of Programs

Type of Program Number of Programs

Federa 42
Regiona 2
State 42
Nonprofit 6
Historical 3
TOTAL 95

The 42 federal programs represent four departments of the federal government -- the Departments
of Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, and Interior -- and one independent federal agency, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), as well as other special federal initiatives or plans. The federal
programs are listed below by department or agency.

Department of Agriculture

. Agricultural Conservation Program

. Rural Clean Water Program

. Water Bank Program

. Wetlands Reserve Program

. Every Species Counts Program for Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (TES) Species
Conservation and Recovery

. Rise to the Future

. Resource Conservation and Development Program

. Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Program (Small Watershed P.L. 566 Program)

Department of Commerce

. Coastal Zone Management Program: Special Area Management Plans
. Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program (jointly with EPA)

. National Marine Sanctuary Program

. National Estuarine Research Reserve System



Department of Defense

. Section 1135 Program

. Upper Mississippi River System Environmental Management Program (jointly with the
Department of Interior)

. Marine Fish Habitat Restoration and Creation Program (jointly with the Department of
Commerce)

Department of Interior

. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

. Riparian-Wetlands Initiative

. Waterfowl Habitat Management on Public Lands Strategic Plan
. Challenge Cost-Share Program

. Bay/Estuary Program

. National Coastal Wetlands Conservation Grant Program

. Private Lands Habitat Assistance and Restoration Program

. National Natural Landmarks Program

. Nationwide Rivers Inventory

. National Wild and Scenic Rivers System

Environmental Protection Agency

. Chesapeake Bay Program

. Clean Lakes Program

. Great Lakes Program

. Gulf of Mexico Program

. National Estuary Program

. Near Coastal Waters Program

. Wetlands Protection Program -- Advanced Identification
. Section 319 Nonpoint Source Program

. Watershed Protection Approach

. EPA Region |V Watershed Initiative

. EPA Science Advisory Board: Reducing Risk: Setting Priorities and Strategies for

Environmental Protection

Other (includes special initiatives or plans)

. Coastal America: A Partnership For Action

. Land and Water Conservation Fund

. National Wetlands Priority Conservation Plan

. North American Waterfowl Management Plan

. North American Wetlands Conservation Act Grant Program

. Coastd Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act, "Priority Project List Report”
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Exhibit 2: Geographic Scope

The geographic scope covered by aprogram or product is summarized in Exhibit 2. For purposes
of this study, the geographic scope is defined as the geographic area where a program is currently
authorized to conduct activitiesthat relate to environmental mitigation, protection, or restoration. Two of
the federal programs (North American Waterfowl Management Plan and North American Wetlands
Conservation Act Grant Program) involve international cooperation among the United States, Canada, and
Mexico, to protect, restore, and enhance wetland habitat for migratory waterfowl. Another federal program
(Great Lakes Program) conducts restoration and protection activities under an international agreement
between the United States and Canada. One of the nonprofit organization programs (The Nature
Conservancy) works globally to identify significant species and natural areas and set priorities for their
protection.

Exhibit 2. Summary of the Geographic Scope Covered by a Program or Product/Study

Geographic Scope of Program
Type of
Program Interna- Nationwide Regional/ Statewide Regional/
tional Multi-state within one
State

Federal 3 22 16 0 1
Regiona 0 0 2 0 0
State 0 0 0 34 8
Nonprofit 1 4 0 0 1
Historical 0 2 0 1 0
TOTAL 4 28 18 35 10

Twenty-two programs (52 percent) of the 42 federal programs are authorized nationwide, while
another 16 programs (38 percent) are authorized over aregional areathat includes more than one state.
Mogt of the federal programsin the regional/multi-state category are authorized in the western states or in
coastal areas. One federal program (the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act,
"Priority Project List Report") addresses the significant |oss of coastal wetlands in the state of Louisiana.

Of the 42 state programs, 34 programs (81 percent) are authorized statewide. Of the eight state
programs selected for the study that cover aregional area within a state, five are authorized for coastal
areas and three are authorized in Joint Venture areas under the North American Waterfowl Management
MPan.

The two regiona programs address regionally significant fish and wildlife issues in the Pacific
Northwest, which includes the states of 1daho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington. The three historical
programs include examples of two national programs and one state program.



Exhibit 3: Sources of Priority Recognition

Exhibit 3 presents a summary of the number of programs or products that use each of the three
sources of priority recognition -- institutional, public, and technical -- in Principles and Guidelines. The
sources of priority recognition for each program were identified by examining the criteria used by a
program or product for determining the "significance" of environmental resources, or the process of
determining which environmental resources deserve a level of priority for mitigation, protection, or
restoration efforts.

Exhibit 3. Summary of the Sources of Priority Recognition used by a Program or Product/Study

Sources of Priority Recognition

Type of

Program Institutional Public Technical
Federal 42 22 36
Regiona 2 2 2
State 41 23 42
Nonprofit 2 4 5
Historical 3 0 3
TOTAL 90 51 88

Ninety of the programs reviewed in the study (95 percent), have institutional sources of priority
recognition. Theseingtitutiona sources of recognition exist primarily in the form of federal or state public
laws, or rules and regulations. All of the federal, regional, and historical programs, and al but one of the
state programs, have ingtitutional sources of recognition. The one exception among the state programs (the
North Carolina Wetland Rating System) was developed as a technical tool to improve the consistency of
wetland evaluations in the state. Based on available information, two of the nonprofit organization
programs (the American Rivers Outstanding Rivers List and Waterfowl U.S.A. Projects) were considered
to have ingtitutional sources of priority recognition. The American Rivers Outstanding Rivers List
incorporates lists of significant rivers developed pursuant to federal and state laws or plans. Waterfowl
U.S.A. conducts wetland restoration and protection projects under cooperative agreements with U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service Regions that are premised on various authorities provided by federal laws.

Examples of federal laws that acknowledge the significance of specific resources or establish
specific environmental resource priorities are:

. The Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act of 1990, which authorized
afederd-state task force to develop annua coastal wetland restoration plans for Louisiana
and a"Priority Project List" to be submitted to Congress annually;

. TheWater Quality Act of 1987, which authorized the National Estuary Program by adding
Section 320 to the Clean Water Act;
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. The Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986, which authorized the National Wetlands
Priority Conservation Plan;

. The North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1989, which provided Congressional
recognition of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan;

. The Water Resources Development Act of 1986, which authorized the Upper Mississippi
River System Environmental Management Program; and

. The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, which incorporated into federal law the
commitments made by the United States in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement
between the United States and Canada.

Of the programs reviewed in the study, 51 programs (54 percent) use public sources of priority
recognition. In some cases, evidence of local public support is considered an essential factor in setting
priorities that are used to allocate funds to specific environmental resource areas, projects, or activities.
EPA's Clean Lakes Program, for example, considerslocal public support a key factor in selecting lakes for
restoration and protection efforts. An organized, three-tier process of incorporating public opinion or
preference is an integral component of setting priorities under the lowa Resource Enhancement and
Protection Program. Some programs include a measure of local public support as one of the criteriain
point ranking systems used to determine significance or establish environmental resource priorities.
Examples of such programs are the California State Coastal Conservancy Resource Enhancement Program
and the Michigan Natura Rivers Program. Other programs incorporate a process whereby the public can
nominate areas for consideration in the prioritization process, such as the Massachusetts Scenic and
Recreational Rivers Program and the Puget Sound Wetlands Preservation Program in the State of
Washington.

Eighty-eight of the programs (93 percent) use technical sources of priority recognition. Some of
these programs use scientific or technical criteriain a quantitative rating system. Othersrely solely, or in
part, on best professional judgement of critical resource characteristics.

Exhibit 4: Types of Environmental Resources

Exhibit 4 presents a summary of the types of environmental resources covered by a program or
product. Overdl, the programs selected for the study cover awide range of ecological resources, including
wetlands (50 percent), rivers (39 percent), riparian areas (32 percent), lakes (26 percent), estuaries or
marine areas (32 percent), watersheds (32 percent), fish and wildlife habitat (70 percent), and threatened
or endangered species (41 percent). Among the types of programs, only the regional programs selected
for the study are targeted to certain types of ecological resources, specifically, fish and wildlife habitat
issues and the rivers of the Pacific Northwest. In addition, 22 programs (23 percent) aso cover cultural
resources, including historical and archeological resources. A variety of other resource values such as
aesthetics or scenic values and recreation, are covered by 47 programs (49 percent).
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Exhibit 4. Summary of the Types of Environmental Resources Covered by a Program or Product/Study

Types of Ecological Resources

Additional Resources

Type of
P?/cF))gram Wetlands | Rivers | Riparian | Lakes | Estuaries | Watersheds | Fishand | Threatened or | Culturd Other**
areas or marine wildlife | endangered Resources*
areas habitat species

Federal 21 12 12 7 18 13 26 12 8 18
Regional 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1
State 24 20 17 17 11 17 34 24 9 27
Nonprofit 3 3 1 1 1 0 5 3 1 1
Historica 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
TOTAL

NUMBER: 48 37 30 25 30 30 67 39 22 47
PERCENT: 50% 39% 32% | 26% 32% 32% 70% 41% 23% 49%

* Includes historical, archeological, and cultural resources.

** Other includes aesthetics or scenic values, open space, recreation, geological features, and land resources.
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Exhibit 5: General Categories of Programs

Exhibit 5 presents asummary of the number of programs reviewed by the three general categories
of programs. The three general categories of programs used in Exhibit 5 are not mutually exclusive. These
three general categories of programs are:

1) Programs that implement a systematic process to establish environmental resource
priorities (i.e., programs that conduct a systematic review to identify areas or problems,
determine significance, and actually use the results to set priorities),

2) Planning studies or conceptua strategies, and

3) Programs that use the prioritization process to allocate funds.

Exhibit 5. Number of Programs Reviewed by the Three General Categories of Programs
Three Genera Categories of Programs

Type of

Program Category 1. Implements a Category 2: Planning Study or Category 3: Usesthe
Systematic Process to Establish | Conceptual Strategy Prioritization Process
Environmental Resource to Allocate Funds
Priorities

Federa 32 4 25

Regiona 2 1 0

State 42 5 21

Nonprofit 4 1 3

Historical 3 0 0

TOTAL* 83 11 49

* Because the three general categories are not mutually exclusive, the sum of this row may be higher than
the total number of programs.

Eighty-three of the programs (87 percent) were considered to implement a systematic process to
establish environmenta resource priorities, which includes all of the regiona, state, and historical
programs. Good examples of programs that use a systematic process are listed below by type of program.

Federal programs -- Upper Mississippi River System Environmental Management
Program, National Coastal Wetlands Conservation Grant Program, Nationwide Rivers
Inventory, and Land and Water Conservation Fund.
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Regional programs -- Protected Areas Program (Pacific Northwest Rivers
Study/Hydropower Assessment Study).

State programs -- Illinois Natural Areas Acquisition Program, Maine Wildlands Lake
Assessment, Michigan Natural Rivers Program, Montana River Restoration Program, and
Nebraska Wetlands Priority Plan.

Nonprofit organization programs -- The Nature Conservancy.

Eleven programs provide examples of planning studies or conceptual strategies. These programs
are listed below by type of program.

Federal programs -- North American Waterfowl Management Plan, National Wetlands
Priority Conservation Plan, EPA's Watershed Protection Approach, and the EPA Science
Advisory Board's report, Reducing Risk: Setting Priorities and Strategies for
Environmental Protection.

Regional programs -- Pacific Northwest Rivers Study/Hydropower Assessment Study,
conducted under the Protected Areas Program.

State programs -- ldaho Wetlands Priority Plan, Louisiana Coastal-Wetlands
Consarvation and Restoration Plan, Nebraska Wetlands Priority Plan, Rhode Island State
Clean Water Strategy, and Wisconsin Water Quality Management Plans.

Nonprofit organization programs -- American Rivers Outstanding Rivers List.

Over half of the programs use their prioritization process to allocate funds. Those 49 programs
are conducted by federal and state agencies and nonprofit organizations. Many of the programs that use
their prioritization process to alocate funds include a cost-share component whereby alocal sponsor (e.g.,
government entity or nonprofit organization) or the landowner contributes funds or in-kind services to
implement approved projects or activities.

Exhibit 6: General Categories of Prioritization Processes

Exhibit 6 presents asummary of the number of programs reviewed by the three general categories
of prioritization processes. The three general categories of prioritization processes used in Exhibit 6 are
not mutually exclusive. These three general categories of prioritization processes are:

1

2)

3)

The program has an established process (or uses established criteria) for determining the
"ggnificance’ of environmental resource areas or activities, and the basis for determining
"significance" is within the realm of Principles and Guidelines (e.g., law, scientific
findings, or public opinion/preference);

The program has an established process (or uses established criteria) for deriving national
or regional priorities for environmental mitigation, protection, or restoration efforts; and

The program evaluates and selects among alternative environmental resource areas,

projects, or activities on the basis of their potential benefit or consistency with a clearly
defined program mission.
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Exhibit 6. Number of Programs Reviewed by the Three General Categories of
Prioritization Processes

Three General Categories of Prioritization Processes
Type of
Program Category 1: Has an established | Category 2: Hasan Category 3: Selects among
process for determining the established process for alternative environmental
"dignificance" of environmental | deriving national or resource areas based on
resources regiona resource their potential benefit or
priorities consistency with program
mission
Federal 27 25 37
Regiona 2 2 2
State 42 42 42
Nonprofit 4 4 5
Historical 3 3 3
TOTAL* 78 76 89

* Because the three general categories are not mutually exclusive, the sum of this row may be higher than
the total number of programs.

The first category of prioritization process, which encompasses those programs that use an
established process or established criteria to determine the "significance" of environmental resources,
includes 78 programs (82 percent). These 78 programsinclude all of the regional, state, and historical
programs, and around two-thirds of the federal and nonprofit organization programs. Examples of federal
programsin this category are the Nationa Marine Sanctuaries Program, the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, and the "Priority Project List" of coastal wetland restoration projects in Louisiana prepared under
the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act.

At least 76 programs (80 percent) were considered to have an established process or use
established criteria for deriving nationa or regional resource priorities for environmental mitigation,
protection, or restoration efforts. All of the regional, state, and historical programs and over half of the
federal programs have an established process for deriving national or regional resource priorities.
Exemplary federal programs under this second category are the North American Waterfowl Management
Man, the National Wetlands Priority Conservation Plan, the Chesapeake Bay Program, and the Great Lakes
Program. The four nonprofit organization programs within this category that have a process to derive
national resource priorities are the American Rivers Outstanding Rivers List and The Nature Conservancy,
while the nonprofit organization programs deriving regional resource priorities are Long Live the Kings,
Waterfowl U.S.A. Projects, and again, The Nature Conservancy.

For 89 programs (94 percent), the prioritization process could be considered to evaluate and select
among alternative environmental resource areas, projects, or activities on the basis of their potential benefit
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or consistency with a clearly defined program mission. The federal programs in this third category of
prioritization processes include some of the federal programs with a cost-share component that were not
included in the first category of prioritization processes.

Exhibit 7: General Categories of Potential Applicability to the Corps Environmental Program

Exhibit 7 was designed as atool to indicate the potentia applicability to the Corps of the process
or product for each program. Six general categories of potential applicability were developed for Exhibit
7. Each of the 95 programs were classified by the six categories. Exhibit 7 presents the categories
applicable to individua programs and subtotals by category for each of the five types of programs (i.e.,
federal, regional, state, nonprofit organization, and historical). The six general categories of potential
applicability used in Exhibit 7 are listed below along with the total number of programs in each category:

. Provides a model of a prioritization process to derive nationa resource priorities
(17 programs),

. Provides a model of a prioritization process to derive regiona resource priorities
(69 programs),
. Identifies significant environmental resources and provides that information in a manner

useful to water resource planners (63 programs),

. Uses an established set of scientific or technical criteria as a source of priority recognition
(86 programs),
. Provides a model for incorporating public opinion/preference as a source of priority

recognition (50 programs), and

. Providesamodd of interagency cooperation to establish environmental resource priorities
(27 programs).

Exhibit 7 aso indicates whether a program conducts, or is authorized to conduct, environmental
restoration or management activities. Based on available information about program activities, or a
program’s goals and objectives, each program was classified under one or both of the following categories
of environmental activities:

. Restoration (70 programs), and

. Management (87 programs).

Some programs were included in the study as examples of programs that eval uate environmental
restoration projects. Examples of these programs are listed below by type of program.

. Federal programs -- Section 1135 Program and Private Lands Habitat Assistance and
Restoration Program.

. State programs -- Cdifornia State Coastal Conservancy Resource Enhancement Program
and Montana River Restoration Program.
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Nonprofit organization programs -- Ducks Unlimited Matching Aid to Restore States
Habitat and Trout Unlimited Embrace-A-Stream Program.
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Exhibit 7. Distribution of Programs or Products/Studies by General Categories of Potential Applicability
to the Corps Environmental Program

Genera Categories of Potential Applicability Activities
to the Corps Environmental Program
Name of _ . . . ,
Pr Providesa Providesa Identifies Usesan Providesa Providesamodel | Restora- Manage-
ogram model of a model of a significant established model for of interagency tion ment

prioritization prioritization environmental set of incorporating cooperation to

process to process to resources and scientific or public opinion/ establish

derive national derive regiona provides that technical preference asa environmental

resource resource information in a criteriaasa source of resource

priorities priorities manner useful to | source of priority priorities

water resource priority recognition
planners recognition

FEDERAL PROGRAMS
Agricultural Conservation V4 V4 V4
Program
Rura Clean Water V4 V4 V4
Program
Weater Bank Program V4 V4 V4
Wetlands Reserve V4 V4 V4
Program
Every Species Counts V4 V4 V4 V4 V4
Program
Riseto Future V4 V4 V4 V4
Resource Conservation & V4 V4 V4
Development Program
Watershed Protection and V4 V4 V4 V4 V4
Flood Prevention
Program
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Exhibit 7. Distribution of Programs or Products/Studies by General Categories of Potential Applicability
to the Corps Environmental Program (continued)

Genera Categories of Potential Applicability Activities
to the Corps Environmental Program
Name of _ . . . ,
Pr Providesa Providesa Identifies Usesan Providesa Providesamodel | Restora- Manage-
ogram model of a model of a signi